PLANNING COMMISSION

Department of Urban Planning & Design P.O. Box 2 7210 Tucson, Arizona 85726-7210

Approved by PlanningCommission
on June 4, 2008 with corrections
(added text inbold, deleted text is

strikethrougi.
Date of Meeting: April 2, 2008

The meeting of the City of Tucson Planning Commission wasccadl order by
Catherine Applegate Rex, Chair, on Wednesday, April 2, 2008, at 7:01 p.m., in the
Mayor and Council Chambers, City Hall, 255 W. Alameda Street, Tudsarmpna.
Those present and absent were:

ROLL CALL

Present:

Joseph Maher, Jr. Member at Large, Ward 6
Shannon McBride-Olson Member, Ward 2

Robert Patrick Member, Mayor’s Office
Daniel R. Patterson (Arrived at 7:08 p.m.) Member, Ward 5
Catherine Applegate Rex, Chair Member at Large, Ward 5
Sean Sullivan Member at Large, Ward 3
James E. Watson Member, Ward 4

Daniel J. Williams Member, Ward 1

Craig Wissler Member, Ward 3
Absent/Excused

Eric R. Cheney Member at Large, Ward 2
Brad Holland, Vice Chair Member, Ward 6

Staff Members Present:

Albert Elias, Urban Planning and Design, Director

Craig Gross, Development Services Department, Deputy Director
Jim Mazzocco, Urban Planning and Design, Planning Administrator
Chris Kaselemis, Urban Planning and Design, Planning Administrator
Viola Romero-Wright, Principal Assistant City Attorney

Linus Kafka, Principal Assistant City Attorney

Adam Smith, Urban Planning and Design, Principal Planner
Rebecca Ruopp, Urban Planning and Design, Principal Planner
Ramona Williams, Urban Planning and Design, Secretary

Yolanda Lozano, City Clerk’s Office, Recording Secretary
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MINUTES FOR APPROVAL: March 5, 2008

It was moved by Commissioner Williams, duly seconded, and passad/dige
vote of 8 to 0 (Commissioners Cheney, Patterson &&lChair Holland absent), to approve
the minutes of March 5, 2008, with one correctisrfadlows: Page 5, third paragraph, fifth
line, add the wordot.

RECOGNIZING SERVICE BY FORMER PLANNING COMMISSIONE RS
HAMED AND EVANS

Chair Rex presented Grace Evans and Sami Hamed with Geesficof
Appreciation for their efforts and years of service to the Planning Conamissi

MIRAMONTE neighborhood PLAN (PUBLIC HEARING)

Rebecca Ruopp, Urban Planning and Development, Principal Plateted the
presentatiorto the Planning Commission would be similar to the presentation fiem t
Study Session because the presentation was for the public he&img.gave some
background information stating there were currently twenty-emgighborhood plans
and seventeen area plans which were created ten to twentyaggamsnd had been
amended subsequently. They covered approximately three-quartecseopfrihe City
with the area plans covering larger areas and the individual nefgidzbplanscovering
individual neighborhoods. She stated that the plans were advisory andlprusead to
inform rezoning reviews. neighborhoods had been voicing increasingesinter
developing neighborhood plans and addressing issues. In 2006, Urban Planning and
Development (UPD) initiated a neighborhood plan prototype project. gbakewas to
refine neighborhood plans to serve as advisory documents for rezonoh@lso as
strategic plans for active use by the neighborhoods themselves.

Ms. Ruopp stated two neighborhoods were selected for assistance iringrepa
plans which Miramonte was one. Miramonte was located in cénicalon and bounded
on the north by Speedway Boulevard, on the south by 5th Street, on thy éastrnon
Way, and on the west by Country Club Road. The neighborhood was addretised in
1995Alvernon-Broadway Area Plamvhich covered an area greater than Miramonte and
went all the way to Swan and south td“Rtreet. She stated the planning process had
gone from late 2006 to early 2008. There were a variety of keyagttreteps: the
survey, a variety of public meetings, workshops, notifications, and the Stasipi$Séeld
last month. Key preparation plan steps included the inventory oingxisbnditions,
identifying challenges, creating a vision statement, estably goals, policies and
strategies, and a draft plan.

Ms. Roupp stated the challenges that Miramonte identified weniéasito other
neighborhoods, but had some of their own distinctive challenges which dezisme in
owner occupancy and property maintenance, pressure on ranch house atgid#atin,
economic/demographic pressures from the University of Arizona, pethestivironment
deficiencies, increased traffic, increased crime, reduced itivblvement, creation of a
unified neighborhood, and transitions between land uses and zoning. Ms. Roe@p stat
that the Miramonte neighborhood was very interested in a unified nefgidzbr She
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said the neighborhood on the west was single family ranch houses e east, multi-
apartment buildings and multi-unit residences, but they were one neiglldor What

they were interested in was not having a division between thesites and having a
seamless neighborhood.

Ms. Roupp stated that the neighborhood began by developing a vision stateme
that focused on what they wanted to see in the future such asvprgséhe
neighborhood assets, enhancement of the infrastructure, better transtioveen their
land uses, zones and districts, appropriate infill development and iedre#szen
participation. She said this led to focusing on goals, policies and strategies.

Ms. Roupp said the first goal, neighborhood Infill Compatibility, wsapromote
compatible infill development within the neighborhood. The policieshisrgoal were
to preserve the character of the neighborhood by ensuring that famgreise made a
positive contribution to the neighborhoods through application of neighborhood values
and work with the existing development procedures to be sure thdiboesghad an
opportunity to be active participants in decisions that affect lanthubke neighborhood.
She said in the first policy, the values were the measutiog they wanted to use as
developers came in. They would look at the values and encourage devé&bopansider
them, such as increased homeownership in both low and higher densipdexds; a
diverse mix of land uses that contributed to the traditional charaictke neighborhood;
carefully designed transitions between land uses; provision of functiomakppee in all
residential zones; a safe, attractive, and functional pedestmnaromment; green and
sustainable development, the maximum use of native and/or drought toiaant
materials; and full involvement of residents and stakeholders in tlghboehood
decisions.

Ms. Roupp said the next goal, neighborhood Preservation & Rehabilitatisn, wa
to preserve the historic/traditional character of the neighborhootegprthe existing
low-density areas of the neighborhood, and increase owner occupanegidgnces.
Polices for this goal were to: protect the historic architeatfithe neighborhood; protect
historic sites and landscapes in the neighborhood; and protect thentiakidearacter.
She said the third goal, neighborhood Transitions, was to createtitradbetween
different density residential districts and between resideatidlcommercial districts to
preserve the residential character of the neighborhood. The pdbcithis goal were to
encourage good design to help make successful transitions between rciamared
residential uses and encourage good design to help make successitibtrs between
low density and higher density residential development.

Ms. Roupp continued with the fourth goal, neighborhood Infrastructure
Enhancement, which was to enhance the beauty and quality of lifeefgihborhood
residents by increasing public amenities and creating a safeemnjoyable living
environment. The policy for this goal was to include that the neighborkaadd
implement a master plan of public landscape and streetscape enbatewith a focus
on vegetation, including shade trees, neighborhood edges and nodes, ancairaifig.

The fifth goal, neighborhood Safety and Property Maintenance, wasterpthe safety
of all neighborhood residents and maintain the attractiveness oketgeborhood with
the support of the City of Tucson. The policies for this goal weerupport a plan for
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neighborhood crime prevention that was developed in coordination with the 8Var
Council Office and the City of Tucson Police Department. Tl figoal was
neighborhood Involvement Opportunities which was to fully involve all ressdant
stakeholders in neighborhood governance and citizen participation, witgupipert of
the City of Tucson, to ensure the success of neighborhood programgieactand
improvements. The policy for this goal was to promote the involvemerdgsadents,
non-profits, businesses, landlords, and organizations in the governance atidsaof
the neighborhood.

Chair Rex asked if there were any questions from Commissiorbersrand then
announced the item was open for Public Hearing.

William Harlow, Chairman of the Miramonte neighbodd Plan Steering
Committee stated he felt Ms. Roupp had said it all and maplead presentation. He
said he felt the Committee did an excellent job on the plan and hankd did not
necessarily mean it would be a great document, but in this caselt itewias a good
document. He said a great deal of time was spent on putting théogeHe said he
hoped it would be moved forward.

Ruth Beeker shared with the Commission a letter from a memlike @teering
Committee who could not attend the meeting. She read a letterMiamgold Love
stating that Ms. Love, six years ago, bought investment property tm \Rade
Boulevard in the Miramonte neighborhood. She said although the property was rundown,
the location made it a good investment. All income on this propedybban invested
back into renovations and repairs and the small six apartment comgelzecoming an
asset to the neighborhood. She stated that the creation of thaught out plan gave
her a great deal of assurance that her investment would be edosscthe neighborhood
continued to grow through infill and renovations. It meant that theepippvould
increase in value and would attract tenants that were desivaiglebors and an asset to
the neighborhood. The plan encouraged sustainable landscaping, providedndicect
and potentially opened a dialog with developers, addressed safedg isthere people
and traffic interfaced, and strived to maintain the values thahistatically made this a
desirable neighborhood. The opportunities to participate in this procets,the
resources and support of the City of Tucson, had been an unexpected bahes to
investment. Ms. Beeker said Ms. Love looked forward to the adoption gidheand
the testing of its effectiveness as a tool of good growth in the City.

Ms. Beeker said she felt Ms. Love said it extremely wdlhis was what the
Committee was working for. Putting this plan together gave theextamsion of the
people who were normally involved in the neighborhood. The neighborhood Board
traditionally had been single family residentiabple who basically lived on Hawthorne Street.
By putting this plan together, they were able to reach out to pyopeners, apartment
owners and managers, and were working hard to address the poinoifgp made.
They were trying to make this a united community. To do that, tremded the
neighborhood Plan and certainly needed the Commission to move it forsvgrdcaly
as possible so that they could begin to use it in an effective way.
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Rick Bright of Bright Design Associates spoke regarding thal fdraft of the
Sustainable Design Assistance Team. Over the summer, thenetanumerous times to
come up with the final draft. He felt each member of the Casion should have a copy
of the draft and asked Mr. Elias to hand them dut. Bright said, in terms of the Miramonte
Plan, he liked that it addressed a lot of sustainable issuespgnized that their needs to
be density increase, walkable communities, green architecture, gsige,dand all the
green sustainable issues. TPlan had a positive tone. Miramonte was a very satisfied
neighborhood. He said thBlan was probably one of the best he had read and
recommended its approval.

Linus Kafka, Principal Assistant City Attorney, stated hisoaffnad reviewed the
document in full with an eye for preservation of policies and promdti@golicies. He
stated they had some minor modifications they were looking &t stéff as it went
forward to clarify the City’s position and to maintain and presene neighborhood
Association’s autonomy. The modifications would be minor, but he wanteenotlaé
Commission.

Chair Rex asked when the modifications would be completed.

Mr. Kafka stated they were working with staff, but definitegfore it went to the
Mayor and Council.

Commissioner Patrick said the modifications sounded like it watexation of
current status of relationships.

Mr. Kafka stated it clarified current status of relationstdpd did not change in
substantive provisions. He said he hoped it would legally makéldre document
stronger. He said there was some strategic implementatigndge that confused or
mixed the City’s role and neighborhood Association’s role. He dayg wanted to
delineate that in a clearer fashion. The changes were ra goal or policy portions of
the document and should not affect them at all.

Ms. Roupp stated she spoke with the City Attorney’'s office and haidtise
Steering Committing an email explaining the situation. Shetbaitvay she looked at it
was in the situation where a couple of places the word “wills weed and could be
changed to something a little less dogmatic in terms of the City’s ab8ig felt it was a
really good point. She said there was a couple of places whenmeitjeborhood’s
autonomy was important and a few places, if you put things in thébwigood’s by-
laws, they would probably have an easier time seeing them thr@lghsaid her biggest
concern, on behalf of the Steering Committee and the neighborhoodhavdke intent
and spirit was not going to change in any way and she was reassured thatcaas.the

Commissioner Patterson asked the members of the neighborhood Associat
present at the meeting if they were in any way involved indikeussions about the
modifications and if they were comfortable with them.

Ms. Beeker stated that if being talked to five minutes betfloeemeeting was
being involved in it, then yes, although Ms. Roupp did contact them. Shehsawiould
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support what staff members said and did not feel there was anyahiing looked at that
was of a substantive nature. She said she did not want the dieaflan being held

up.

Commissioner Patterson requested staff to be sure they involved the
neighborhood in the revisions so that no one was surprised. He also meiiiened
changing of the word “will” to something less dogmatic. He asked if thisihodanging
it to “may”. He said sometimes changing the wording, in his view, could be sudistant

Ms. Roupp stated that the changes would be in cases where they could not
obligate the City to something they could not be obligated to. Shestalsal that this
was a prototype project and everyone was learning for the future.

Viola Romero-Wright, Principal Assistant City Attorney, sththere were a few
areas which had been identified, where it appears that theiitctating to the
neighborhood Association what they will do. It binds them in the documenalaad
under mindsbindsthe validity of the document if it went to court because that med
the purpose of a specific plan. She stated the changes that woulddeewauld be
minor and still include the opportunity for the neighborhood to be involved, butmobt bi
the neighborhood association to specific positions that they would be taking and gequirin
them to do certain things. She said staff wanted to bring #ms b the Planning
Commission before it went to the Mayor and Council.

Commissioner Maher said, if this was a prototype project dlailéo two
neighborhoods, he wondered if it would be made available to other neighborhsods,
well, as a prototype.

Ms. Roupp stated that was their hope. They would evaluate the procésat
the lessons learned, and hope that the process could be refined so hdrat ot
neighborhoods could use it as well as the product. She said that atjtgsoneoods
were so anxious to get going that they had already taken sowiegabhad been learned
from Miramonte.

Layne Bogulas stated he was fine with the document as itbwag, there were
going to be changes, while staff says they were minor, henatasure they were. He
said he would like to see the final document because he was nairtaitg with what
the City would put in it now. He said he was more skeptical nowlikamas when he
first walked into the building on what had transpired after the fact.

Chair Rex asked if there were any other speakers from the murbtiomments
from the Commissioners.

It was moved by Commissioner Williams, duly seconded, and passad/dige
vote of 9 to 0 (Commissioner Cheney and Vice Chair Holiosent) to close the Public
Hearing.

Chair Rex asked if there was any further discussion.
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Commissioner Williams stated it was quite obvious from readiegdtitument,
that staff, neighborhoods, and the Drachman Institute, spent a loteofatich effort to
come up with a product that everyone could be proud of. He applaudedritiesaic he
thought that more of these types of documents were needed. Wghdtimsments, the
neighborhoods themselves could take more pride in their neighborhood ppé#etitiore,
and he felt, all in all, the City would be better off by it.

It was moved by Commissioner Williams, duly seconded, and passad/tige
vote of 9 to O (Commissioner Cheney and Vice Chair Hdllahsent) to forward the
Miramonte neighborhood Plan with the proposed ckartgeing recommended by the
City Attorney’s office and in cooperation with theighborhood to the Mayor and Council
for approval.

NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION ZONE (NPZ) LUC AMENDMENT : (PUBLIC
HEARING)

Adam Smith, Urban Planning and Development, Principal Planner, stated this was
a presentation for Public Hearing. He said he wanted to syaprdwiding some
background information. He said since February 2007, when the Plabammission
took formal action, the Mayor and Council in April 2007, directed stafivork with
stakeholders on developing a pilot overlay for an area within twesroil the University
of Arizona (U of A). Between June and July staff met with tH&ZNCommittee six
times. The Committee was comprised of approximately 25 peopleiratuted
neighborhood representatives, infill developers and for advisory purposgde fieom
the U of A’s planning staff. The objective of the meeting veaseich a consensus on
specific policy directions; however, they were unable to do thatey Tdid reach
consensus on major problem areas, but as far as specific diredien, were
unsuccessful. On July 10, 2007, the Mayor and Council directed staff us twt
recommendations for the U of A environs. In August, the Mayor and Ganuorsed
concepts of historic preservation and sustainable infill in the A efivirons. They also
directed staff to ask eligible neighborhoods if they wanted to participate.

Mr. Smith said in a previous presentation he shared some maps with the
Commission that showed the starting point for the pilot overlay. Thrabe NPZ
Committee there was a working group within the Committeerdtammended the pilot
overlay be extendetb the neighborhoods that were touched by the two mile radius.
Mayor and Council then further refined it and limited it to thosghi®rhoods that had
National Register Historic Districts or were eligible five National Register. There
were approximately twenty-two neighborhoods within two miles ofuthigersity who
had the National Register historic status. Based on directionXtmust, the Mayor and
Council then asked staff to go out and ask those neighborhoods if theynteeested in
participating in the overlay. He said as a result, there wezlve neighborhoods that
expressed a willingness to at least consider it. He saidalyer and Council ultimately
selected Feldman’s and Jefferson Park as the two pilot neighborhoods for the NPZ.

Mr. Smith said on October 23rd, the Mayor and Council directed staffvise

the NPZ to: 1) focus on historically designated neighborhoods mitthtion by Mayor
and Council only; 2) prepare neighborhood design manuals through a eiiéttél
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process for which Feldman’s and Jefferson Park will be theni@igthborhoods to do so;
and 3) require applicable new construction to comply with the neighborhooghdesi
manual. neighborhoods eligible for the NPZ are those that aee lst the National
Register, include a National Register Historic Districtage eligible for the district and
have completed a nomination form. He said the Mayor and Council mtiateira
neighborhood for the NPZ process. Design manuals will be prepartd the
neighborhood facilitated workshop process. The manual will consisttodrse defining
design characteristics (overall characteristics of thighberhood); a neighborhood
preservation zone district map; examples of compatibility reaateria; and privacy
mitigation standards, which would apply to applielblevelopment for multi-story
structures that are adjacent to single-story residents. He said the magusdbo contain
dimension, spatial, and access standards.

Mr. Smith stated these are things that the neighborhood would like to recommend:
standards that are more or less restrictive in areas ofckstblauilding heights, and
access to the proposed site. Once the design manual has been completed and reviewed by
City staff, a rezoning of the neighborhood will be initiated. Th&giemanual will be
included as a condition of the rezoning. It will follow the same icatibn and
procedures of a typical rezoning; property owners and neighborhoodasisssc are
notified of the rezoning; a public hearing is hdlg the zoning examiner; and the
Mayor and Council would make the final decision.

Mr. Smith stated that assuming the Mayor and Council adopts theimgzand a
neighborhood is now in the NPZ, a proposed development is zoned RX-1 or RX-2, R-
R-2 or R-3, requires a building permit and is visible from theestualess the design
professional rules that visibility is minimal, and the projecsubject to the design
manual and the compatibility review criteria. He also statadniilti-story structure was
being built next to single-story residents, the application woulcetiewed for privacy
mitigation. He said some examples of the types of projectaminald trigger the NPZ
are new residential construction, addition of a second story, acgelssibding or
enclosure of a carport. The NPZ does not apply to interior remgdahd repairs,
maintenance, or minor alternations to exterior, such as painting or repldoomg door.

Mr. Smith said certain types of development within adopted NPZsdwaaue to
comply with the design manual and compatibility review criteridde said the
compatibility review criteria includes scale and proportion, agchitral style, spatial
relationships, and privacy mitigation. The defining characteristiche contributing
properties to a historic district in surrounding areas of the prdgoegect would used in
determining compatibility. He said the compatibility reviewterra raised a good
guestion as to “what does compatibility mean?” He said sinc@dheprojects were
going to be reviewed for it, it was very important to have ar aclederstanding of what
the commission was talking about. He said compatibility, first fBoremost, did not
have to be a repetition or copy of those contributing properties whkirévelopment
zone. It did have to be visually consistent.

Mr. Smith stated to assist with the process, the City would leaeélter hire or

be in a contract with a design professional who is a registedutect with historical
preservation experience. This person would work with the applicamipplicant’s
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architect in determining the applicable defining design chamatits and compatibility
review criteria. He would also review the application for a bogdpermit and then
forward a recommendation to the Planning Director within ten working days.

Mr. Smith reviewed with the Commission the review and approval guves for
projects within adopted NPZs. He said if the proposed project rieztgpplicability
requirements of the ordinance, it then goes into a pre-applicationreocéewith a
design professional. If a satisfactory application were subhithe City would accept
it, and then it would go in for compatibility review done by the degigfessional, and a
recommendation would be forwarded to the director within ten days; teetati then
approves or denies the application. If approved, the application goés tauilding
permit review process. |If it is denied, there ar® twptions: 1) the applicant can
re-design and re-submit, which goes back to the design professiorsabesdight back
through the cycle; or 2) the applicant can choose to appeal theodgetecision to the
design review board. If none of these items applies to a prdjgdes directly to the
building permit review process.

Mr. Smith said there were some important comments made by Gsiomi
members within the last few months. He said one was a gehisagreement with the
change of direction since February 2007. Another comment was thavdbki a very
small step in protecting neighborhoods, should not be limited to neighborhotids wi
National Register Historic District status only, and should a@ty-wide regardless of
historic status. He said concern was expressed that the desigatdility should be
extended to the exterior of the whole unit and not just to the portionfisee the street,
and that the process would take too long to get protection for other neighborhoods.

Mr. Smith reviewed stakeholder comments. He said a member Ghthenittee
stated projects should be reviewed by a neighborhood board. He saab ithe
Committee members’ feeling that by requiring a review byegghborhood board, it
would bring a greater balance to the enforcement of the ordina@tieer comments
were: prolonged development review time adds expense to the prajgunensional
requirements should/should not be mandatory, NPZ lacks incentives; m@#osie
about what compatibility means; importance of getting somethirgaice right away;
privacy mitigation already covered in existing setback requiresnamid maintain low-
density development pattern in central city.

Mr. Smith said, in response to an e-mail he received from a Co@enmtember
who was interested in seeing revisions made siheeJanuary draft, there was a
re-ordering of several sections to create more coherentdetikgeen the applicability of
the ordinance, the design manual, and the review for compatibilgysald one addition
to the ordinance was that it now allows neighborhoods to recommend pminaggtion
measures and access standards. Time frames for compatéulgy have been added,
and various clarifications including applicability of privacy watiion, and the design
manual would become a condition of rezoning to the NPZ.

Mr. Smith said in his overall assessment, the changes that hadnb€eensince

January did not significantly differ in concept, approach, or applicalibm what was
communicated to the NPZ Committee. He said as far asledéirte, staff's hope was to
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present the NPZ to the Mayor and Council in May, and in late Main libg design
manual process with the Feldman’s neighborhood. In August, the desigisreculd

begin for the Jefferson Park neighborhood. He said the reason fatdhsthrting time
for Jefferson Park was because they were in the process cdatorg with a consultant,
and still had to put together an inventory as part of their Natiomstbtit district

application, which was anticipated to be completed by mid-summer.

Commissioner Williams asked a question about the design manualaidHeos
much discussion was held about what the manual would contain. He sHigst@ation
was shown on what compatibility meant. However, the document did notthave
pictures in it. He asked if it was the intent to have the pictures be part of the manual

Mr. Smith stated that the design manual would be highly illuggati The
consultant that the City hired would be an architect with histodsgswation experience
and would put diagrams, illustrations and photographs within the document to show, not
only the overall neighborhood character, but examples of the compuatitgiriew
criteria.

Commissioner Williams asked if the compatibility meant illastms would be
neighborhood-specific.

Mr. Smith stated it would be, to the greatest extent possible.

Commissioner Patrick said towards the end of the presentation,vibezethree
slides that showed the Planning Commission and stakeholder comments, and résponses
a phone call received by Mr. Smith. He said he wanted to know whiMith had not
responded to the questions by the stakeholders or the Commissioners.

Mr. Smith stated staff felt most of the Commissioners’ commevere more
philosophical in nature, and in some ways, in directions that were otardirectives
given by the Mayor and Council. He asked if there were consmemarticular that
needed to be addressed.

Commissioner Patrick stated if staff was not going to respondrtoments made
by the Commissioners, then he did not understand why they were having a hearing at all

Mr. Smith stated he would be happy to respond to each comment. He sad
first comment, change of direction since February 2007, the MaybrCauncil gave
staff direction over the last year on how they wanted the ordirantsed. He said the
draft presented to the Commission reflected the change of direction.

Commissioner Patrick stated it has been a fairly strong conoérthe
Commission as to what the reasons were for the change in direetasked what the
reasoning was as to why it was changed. He said he understamade from the Mayor
and Council, but that there had to have been some discussion.

Jim Mazzocco, Urban Planning and Design, Planning Administratord dtadee
was a spirited discussion about the 2007 drafbantdie that went before the Mayor and Council.
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When it went before them, staff recommended approval of the documergaitHup to
that point, the public hearing before the Commission was pretty hewith a lot of
people showing up from the neighborhoods in support of it and maybe one pesmh ag
it. He said that was a completely different dynamic in ffnthe Mayor and Council.
Quite a few people showed up and were upset, mainly from the developonemunity,
and the charge that was being leveled against that particallamgrs that it was more
about an inappropriate development type of overlay. He said it coudgbdied very
broadly and could be applied for new development. The Mayor and Coumcihdlkea
discussion about what they were really concerned about such as déharawad the
university. The Council could have voted up or down on the 2007 ordinance, but made
the decision to start looking at the area around the universityaidi¢ghait was where the
pilot overlay was created. It was a two mile area aroundihersity. It was the area
where all the oldest annexations of the City had occurred back i®8@s and a couple
from the 1960’s. The other fact was that this was where abhlttest neighborhoods of
Tucson were occurring. In fact, there were twenty-two neighborhthedshad some
type of historic certification within the area. He said thas a&nother issue that started to
move it in a slightly different direction in that the Council nowntea staff to study that
area and use it as the basis for creating the new neighborhoedvBties Zone. Those
were the dynamics that started moving the process to wheas meow and why it started
focusing on historic preservation in a more focused manner thansthenka which was
much broader. It had historic preservation as one of the elementswast very broad
as to what neighborhood compatibility analysis entailed. He said ncealie new what
that meant; it was assumed it had a historic sense to itwliBan staff got the direction
from the Council, it became more focused. There were neighborhooddresdyshad a
lot of certification done on them, and that was why it took the direction that it did.

Commissioner Patrick stated he thoroughly understood the building and
development community being concerned about being half-way through at fanogeall
of a sudden you have a couple of people you sold houses to, that want to &ofir¢he
project so that they can have vacant lot parks in the neighborhood.idHedalt what
the Commission’s concern was that there were a vast numbergbibogioods in the
community that are not historic in nature, which to be in the histagister, the
predominance of the structures have to be over fifty years olde Ene neighborhoods
that are becoming elderly and becoming long in the tooth and the pdeopiethere
want to do something about preserving what the neighborhood had been fastthe
twenty to thirty years, but are not historic by the histori¢steg standpoint. He said that
was what the concern had been by the Commission and that the original ordinsace wa
extraordinarily good ordinance to protect the character of neighborhadd® d@ry and
preserve them from the decline of what happens when they get toebgy tiw thirty
years old. He said he was disappointed when that concept was abaaddveeht to a
pure historic zone, which is effectively what this document is andanatighborhood
protection zone.

Albert Elias, Urban Planning and Design, Director, said statfbrmemended
approval of the ordinance when it went to the Mayor and Council back iohN2®07.
He said it was clear the Council disagreed with the recomrtiendand since that time,
they have continued to refine their direction. There has beerliffeeent discussions
regarding this and in each of the discussions there were geftoimments and further
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direction given to staff to organize it around the historic districtganize it around the
university area and organize it around a design manual as opposed to bovaepts of
compatibility. The Mayor and Council really asked staff to horanithe design manual
concept, look carefully at what the criteria used would be, and maketlsey were
crafted based on a specific neighborhood. He said none of that whs original
ordinance and felt it was an advancement that had occurred. #ehsaicurrent
ordinance, for which the public hearing was being held, laid out ieaaiezl way some of
the minimum things staff wanted to get in a design manual and yet have atuojppoo
interact with members of the neighborhood to try and find out what shouhdlbded in
the manual.

Commissioner Patrick stated that the design manual concept wathsaythat
was appropriate for the preservation of the historic neighborhooavadtone of the
central elements of the existing historic zone. The existispic zone puts a totally
wrong time in the process which was one of the reasons the orelid@hnot work. He
said it was not necessarily appropriate to a newer neighborhoodsaithéne felt the
original ordinance was one of the best that he had seen and beendnwolvde said
that was his disappointment because of the amount of time put iata ivas very
carefully considered and recommended by the Commission. He saidhegwvere
doing something that he felt was not appropriate in designing an ordif@mone or two
neighborhoods and calling it a city-wide ordinance. He said he thatghis
extraordinarily valid, a valid historic zone, but did not feel it \@ppropriate in meeting
the goals the Commission was originally charged with to do énbergood protection
zone.

Chair Rex asked what was different or changes made in thés giedtess to
make sure that when they got to the Mayor and Council they did not endhg same
place as the last version of the NPZ.

Mr. Elias stated there had been quite a bit of clarifyingudisions with the
Mayor and Council. Many had been Study Session discussimmeg, at the sub-committee
level, and some with individual Council members. He said in additionhdset
discussions, there had been discussions with the NPZ committeaidHbese was also
an emphasis put on the operational side of things. Collectively]thbisehelped guide
staff in a way they believed they were trying to presenbrainance that was consistent
with the direction given by the Mayor and Council. He said it also had an opppftumit
discussion by community members.

Chair Rex asked about how the Department of Development ServiS&y (ias
going to execute the process in particular. She asked how thiemkveould know,
when they came in for a project, that this particular neighborhoodrmiPZ, or at the
same time, how would anyone coming in to DSD know. She also wanted tonkoiav
about the mechanics and how the whole process would be communicated.

Mr. Mazzocco stated that the first step, after an NPZ wasegleon a
neighborhood, zoning maps would change so that anybody looking at a zoagmg m
would know right away that there was something different than alare@R-1 zone.
Anyone coming in for a permit will set up a system withCDi® refer that person to the
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planning department to present their material either at a pethmy with the design
professional and follow up with an application submitted to the desigegsiohal for
that person to go over their materials and compare it with thgndesnual. The design
professional would then write a report to the planning director vinitiirfgs that the
planning director could approve, deny, or send back. If it was approvadt theuld be
forwarded to DSD. When there were issues, staff would makelsyenvere in contact
with DSD so that the applicant did not get caught in the middle.

Mr. Smith added once an NPZ was adopted, as a public education component,
staff could meet with members of American Institute of Aratge(AlA), Southern
Arizona Home Builders Association (SAHBA), and Tucson Realtorodason. He
said the property owners in the neighborhood would be notified throughout ttesgro
be made aware that the NPZ was in place, and invited to attendeitjeborhood
meetings.

Craig Gross, Development Services Department Deputy Directior,oser the
last couple of years, DSD, had created an extremely extenappimg project that goes
far beyond the zoning code maps. What currently happens, once et distdrmed,
DSD creates a shaped file. A shaped file outlines not onlgutsde but the individual
parcels within it. He explained a name is given to it thabimes associated with each
and everyone of those addresses and parcels within that partistiiet.diThe City uses
a program called Property Records Online (PRO) which detailsvioat the zoning is,
what plan you are in, and what overlay is involved with that parti@sre of property.
Each one of those addresses, each tax code, each parcel would hat®adhed to it.
Individual property owners can go in and see what they are in. Thiaywal link
directly to the particular neighborhood preservation zone.

Chair Rex asked if these were the same maps that showed upRim&h€ounty
website.

Mr. Gross responded affirmatively and that it was all part of the PRO Project.

Commissioner Sullivan said it was stated that one of the redseridayor and
Council changed direction to focus more on the preservation aspect vass®deof
opposition from the development community. He asked if staff had receing
indication from development stakeholders that they would support or oppose this
compromise once it went to the Mayor and Council.

Mr. Elias said to go back to that point in time when the Mayor and Uduat
those discussions at the Public Hearing. One of the things tteey beat was quite
disturbing was the anecdotal comments about how someone in a one y&dydiision
could create an NPZ and prevent the neighbors next to them from bustwhmegthing if
they wanted to. He said there were a number of concerns alonglittess¢hat were
voiced. Since that time, as the scope of the NPZ has evolved, arithataive focus is
on historic preservation, the nature of the comments by the develbporamunity has
changed as well. He said staff was not hearing from the nbtiomee builders anymore,
but from property owners in the historic districts. He said kendi want to lead the
Commission into believing all the builders were in support of the MBZdid think the
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nature of the opposition had changed. It was more appropriately fominged on
individual property owners within the historic districts, while befdhey were hearing
from national home builders, mortgage companies, and realtor associdtiersaid that
that had dropped off.

Commissioner Maher said he wanted to compliment a few of thesis€ige was
the timeline in terms of getting this expedited and in procdssaddition, it was his
impression, with some of the language, that some of the histositicti and
neighborhoods did have a number of two-story homes, normal two-story homtesd
stacked, unlike in the current zoning code, where you have to userenliféet back for
each floor which creates a pyramid affect. He said he a&sbimthe document that the
language allowed this, with the director’s consent, for the oreati normal two-stories,
or if two-stories are next to two-stories. He said he wss laappy that there would be
extensive graphics in the upcoming manuals. Lastly he said, thleboenoods being
discussed around the university are beyond historic; they were aneaumique category.
He said in his mind they were unique areas that needed to be safigdri® generations
and we were basically trading character for density. Tiaglitions of those
neighborhoods were what were being looked at. He said he did not keigve be a
limiting type of ordinance. He said he thought it would help celebrate the neighborhoods.

Chair Rex asked for further comments by the Commission. Headng, she
stated that the Public Hearing was now open.

Rick Bright stated he had some real concerns with the diredi®iNPZ was
headed. He said when he read through it, he got the sense thattifyiwg to maintain
the current density in the neighborhoods which was, by and large, undérisvha
permitted in the current zoning code. He said if the City wasggoi be sustainable, the
City would have to accommodate some density because if it is not built in the iiyrier-c
is going to be built out thirty or forty miles from downtown Tucsone $4id the City
needed to be realistic and consider that. His concern was thas ihot sustainable,
sustainable was not even mentioned, there were not any sustainaldeogolicies
mentioned in the ordinance. He said, as a practitioner, he had cooecethe way
requirements were being layered on top of each other. He paihay mitigation plan
needed to be done. He said if you read the current Land Use Co@¢, ¢the building
set back, one of the purposes of it was privacy for adjacent prapergrs. He said
now there was a prescriptive requirement that addressed privacy adiyptsyer on top
of that a performance requirement that addressed privacy, thgnemae should be
looking at the current requirement and ask the question, “does thentcegtback
requirement really address privacy concerns instead of addingeariayer.” He said
what he saw was layer upon layer upon layer of requirements.precttioner it looked
pretty daunting. He said he did not know what would be accomplisheddoygalayer
upon layer. He said it seemed to be protecting one group from aaotthérhe looked
at it from a neighborhood perspective, it was not a positive experi¢teeaid the City
was asking the neighborhoods to go through a lot of work to come up intitte alesign
guidelines and policies and then just turn it over to staff. Frompihiat, they would
have no say in the process. He said he felt the biggest probkethatahe development
community typically did not talk with the neighborhood community. Theas no
process to do that. Hopefully, there was discussion with the neighborhoade bef
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project moved forward. It was just assumed it would go under the nadiarysto get the
project permitted and built. He said the development community should rig tgaihe
neighborhoods but there was no mechanism for it. He said they W@l that their
project would be delayed for a year or two and it was completedgrtain as to what
would happen as soon as they approached the neighborhood. He said theoetnwsis
between the development community, city staff, and the neighborhoodsaidHeesfelt
there was a need to get rid of the overlay of requirement upon nmeguireupon
requirement and focus on a process that got the development commikity ta the
neighborhoods. He said maybe one way to do it was to look at the propesgd d
professional. The way it was currently written, he was not guite how it worked into
the whole process; was it a full time position or a consultant dad dvthe consultant
had a conflict with a particular project, would another consultantred.hiHe asked how
much authority and discussion the design professional had. He said thaybesign
professional should facilitate a process where the development copmasittalking
with the neighborhood. He said he felt the City was headed in the wrongastiregting
to protect one group from another, isolate one group from another, whewnatitpdhe
groups should be talking with each other and working on the issues.

Brad Rollings, Board of Directors, El Encanto Estates HomeowAesociation,
stated he was not representing the association, but was emaitet lof the members
with considerations and concerns he had and felt he should be pregentrageting to
voice them. He asked if there was a problem for El EncantéeBdtaparticipate in the
NPZ. He said they were not formerly constituted as a neighboihatbe view of the
City, but asked if the Mayor and Council would ignore it and was it impbfta them to
rectify it if they wanted to participate in the NPZ. Hedsthie association had opted in as
one of the areas that were nationally recognized as a hidisticct. He said another
comment was that the design professional had almost total powethendesign manual
has been formulated. Neighbors are essentially excluded anditti@véme, ten to
fifteen days, to assess a development proposal. He said no avemxeriEssing their
views, except perhaps informally to the design professional. I98estated the decision
of the design professional could be usefully appealed except by theaapplAn appeal
procedure ending with the Board of Adjustments was of dubious valugyteecehe
applicant. He said it should be possible to bump an appeal up to the aaly@ouncil
in the case of a numerically strong neighborhood complaint. Heheailid not see that
neighborhood organizations or residents have a standing for an appeaaidHthere
appears to be no mechanism for review and re-write of therdesgual. He said the
NPZ seemed to be narrowly targeted at architectural styls@atal relationships, scale,
and open spaces. He said he did not see that the NPZ and design eméewuaito
rezoning decisions. The design manual would be relevant to a rezominthe NPZ
should offer more protection than after the fact mitigation. Heé ka hoped these
considerations were relevant, not only to the El Encanto neighborhood btltets as
well.

Bob Schlanger, Vice-President of the Jefferson Park neighborhoaati&tssn,
stated he sat in on the NPZ’s stakeholders committee. Hehsadhd two things he
would like to see changed in the ordinance. He said both issuebrmwaght up at the
last NPZ stakeholders meeting. One was that the O-1 zonkefivaat of the NPZ. He
said he thought that was a very critical point to include. In rdeffie Park, the
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predominant use of property, predominant zoning along Grant, was R-1iheAlbuses
are residential and there was very little commercial usegalhat stretch of Grant. He
said O-1 was a pretty good use and has to maintain residentiattenar He said the
association felt it was good use and that not many people wouldaviarg along Grant,
especially when the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA)dgote with it. He said
he felt the O-1 needed to be included; otherwise they would hawghtoahy potential
rezoning to O-1 because it would fall outside of their control as far as kabpihgstoric
nature of those houses intact. He said the other item he wantestussdivas that the
association needed some input in the design process. The assamaiid not sit there
and wait to see what comes out of the ground to see what it wouldikeokHe said,
with everything the association had been fighting for thedixsyears to maintain the
integrity of their neighborhoods, to ask them to trust them, wa&lst Somehow he
said, the association needed input into the review process. Theatsesowas not
looking to prolong the process and realized time was of the edeerargybody that was
building. He said it was a pilot project for the two neighborhoods anfbrhone was
willing to put together a committee from Jefferson Park who coulda anoment’s
notice, couple of days, maybe somewhere in the ten day period bethverrhe review
is done and brought forward, to meet and have input. He said this wap@déct plan,
but it was something that had been under attack for quite a whéesaid he could not
watch his neighborhood continue to erode the way things were goingebdgd some
tools to help protect them. He said as imperfect as the NRZ learecommended
passing it as quickly as possible.

Dyer Lytle, a representative of Jefferson Park neighborhood, dsthte
recommended that the Commission support the NPZ and as Mr. Schimdethe
association had been working on it for quite a while. He said dete® be moved
forward or there would not be anything to preserve.

Alice Roe stated she lived in the same house for thirty-twisyaad she had seen
a lot. She was also on the stakeholders committee and attendkd alketings last
summer and in January. She stated she has spent many years mofuntedner
neighborhood association to nurture and maintain the sense of communihakest for
a stable neighborhood. There were many changes over the pdassrae were quite
positive as people upgraded their homes. There were also changestiiei@xpansion
of the University of Arizona (U of A) and lack of student housing anpmé#s. She said
they have remained a quiet neighborhood until recently. They weri@gsenore
undergraduate occupied homes now. She stated she believed that the NPZjtavas as
truncated from its original inception, may help their neighborhood wtiehsaid they
needed. She said over the last year, she has seen an out-mivsssttar purchasing the
smaller homes, eleven hundred-twelve hundred square foot homes. Shdéesaid t
neighborhood was seeing, as fast as permits could be pulled, the iradite or more
the sizes of the homes. So far, there were seven propertieagradinom this investor
within her neighborhood. She said the same investor had bought three ipsopert
Catalina Vista, two in Sam Hughes and four in Jefferson Park. s8iig in her
neighborhood, the investor was now advertising the homes for student rentals with four to
six bedrooms or with a rear house, not yet built, that would make fotakof five
bedrooms. In Jefferson Park, she said there was one propertyssi/érat would have
eight bedrooms between the two houses on the property. She saidr veaidehat they
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were loosing the advantage of being the owner/occupier of aibisistrict. She said
these were all historic district contributors. Property tax breaks wereeailable to the
owner/occupier of a national historic contributing property. She $mdoslieved that
home ownership lends stability to her neighborhood and the City. The eviseriar is
to the outside investors does not keep the homes’ historic integrityiimtheir plans to
renovate, upgrade, and convert to student rentals.

Ms. Roe said this was a loss to future owner/occupied homes. Shikevaske
family, in this day and age, would want a six bedroom home on avedyasmall lot
when the investor decided to sell. She said she had no illusions. She sdZ thvoNd
not prevent rentals nor would it prevent the transit nature of ttugieist neighbors. She
said she hoped that they could at least maintain a neighborhood thatcootithdie to be
relatively stable and a good place to live for those that welebegond their student
years, but appreciate their proximity to the U of A and to tileceof Tucson. She said
she urged the Commission to try to get the NPZ passed.

Chair Rex asked if there was anyone else wishing to speak on the itensk&the a
if there was further discussion from the Commission.

Commissioner Williams stated he heard various concerns on the omliaadc
also had one of his own. He said he spoke to Mr. Mazzocco about wirittetgs being
provided by the design professional. He said he felt it was an tampaspect of the
NPZ. He said the design professional would be using the criigtrito come up with
recommendations as to what needed to be done. He said, wherait 8ad and done,
there were no requirements for written findings of what he findsrder for the DSD
director to make any decisions. He stated on page 4, last paragragbdiataout “upon
a finding by the director” and he was not sure what a finding melet asked if that
meant the design professional could make a decision based on one criteria.

Mr. Kafka said he did not know if on page 5, Item 2.11.8 of the NPZ, addresse
Mr. Williams’ question. Section 2 of the provision specified the design $siieal shall
submit a report with findings and recommendation to the director.

Mr. Mazzocco stated the issue about findings was very common in zoning
language and that all singular references are plural and/@isa, so it was not really an
issue.

Chair Rex said on the bottom of page 4 of the ordinance, it mademnedeto
2.8.11.7.b.2.a and that there was no such thing.

Mr. Smith stated it was a scrivener’'s error and should read hb=fek to
2.8.11.7.b.1.a.

Commissioner Maher stated he felt the communication and dialogoe tfre
neighborhood was the design manual stating what they liked in sonw pootess. He
said with the design professional trying to implement thoseeziesnhe assumed that at
some point a talented design professional would probably ask the neighborhob& how
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should handle some of the items should he make a presentation to the meigtdbor
board.

Mr. Mazzocco stated he felt Commissioner Maher was cortéetsaid when this
was directed by the Mayor and Council, they requested that thewre faeilitated
workshop process with notification to the neighborhood allowing them teipate in
the creation of the design manual. He said there was a balaacingoing on of
participation and a streamline process and having a neutral pakgy time decision was
part of that, a party who had historic background, had design backgrowhayoald
make the decision. He said any decision that person and theodineatle was still
appealable if it was not in compliance with the design manual.nei§hborhood
representative or property owner in a neighborhood could appeal thewledite said
there was not a complete removal of appeal from a neighborhood on &hgdgopermit.
He said that was not something new, that it was there today.

Commissioner Patrick asked if there was a problem in havingsbeciation or
associations within a district notified at the same time th&gdeprofessional was
notified so that the neighborhood could respond to the UPD director. ¢Héhahiway
the director would have the neighborhood’s input and the design profe'ssiopat and
could make a decision to either approve it or tell someone to tieait more work on
it.

Mr. Mazzocco stated it was possible. He said they did a strdyeldman’s in
2006. He said there were approximately ninety-three permits haue,tnot just
replacements of primary structures, but all the permitssditbthe question was did the
Commission want a process where everybody in the neighborhood had to koo a
who was building a carport or something of that nature. He said hiypefalCity had
set the standard and now had a process to implement them.

Commissioner Patrick stated that the design professional’s danatas not to
approve what was being submitted. The design professional’s ®howdetermine the
consistency with the design manual already in place.

Commissioner Sullivan asked if there was a legal barrier in dgirayian
additional layer for an appeal process that would go to the Mayor and Council.

Mr. Mazzocco stated staff created a process of appealditee Design Review
Board, which was a board of architects, to review the direct@tssidn on an item.
That could also be appealed to the Board of Adjustments. He daiisténe first level
of appeal should be to a group of designers and that was how it wgs skle said to
include the Mayor and Council in the process was a statute issue.

Mr. Kafka stated he was not sure there was a barrier, buhsdlibught the way
it was designed and set up was th#tatkedattractecthe other review procedures in the
procedures ordinance so that there was some equity betweennditigres of review
processes. He said he thought the intent was for it to mirrasthiee review processes
and track them equally.
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Commissioner Patrick stated he thought it was appropriate to lat tvay. He
said the purpose of the Board of Adjustments, by city ordinance ateds&tutes, was to
review and make decisions on compatibility issues with the zoning dddesaid when
the NPZ and its design manual is adopted it becomes zoning ordinance eoxfliceor
guestion really becomes a conflict or question over the word zoningsaidehat was
why the Board of Adjustments was set up.

Commissioner Williams stated he felt Mr. Bright had an imponpamt as well.
He said Mr. Bright mentioned when it was all said and done and seheighborhood,
when a developer came in wanting to do some adjustments on housese#te to be
a dialogue process between the development community and the neighbortrgahtb
get something that was compatible. He said he knew that the dotwas all set and
done, drafted with illustrations, but it was always helpful wherdéweloper could come
in and talk with the neighborhood and explain what was going on to gebtiyein. He
said that way there were not two sides butting heads against each other in the pftecess.
asked if anything of this sort could be incorporated.

Mr. Elias stated he agreed with Commissioner Williams’ comseite said it
was always more productive when area residents and a builder ¢opdeveould have
dialogue early on before they even design anything to hash thingnaduyet a sense of
expectations. He said what staff tried to do with the draft ondmavas establish a
framework. He said he liked to refer to it as a peer rewedvere a design professional,
representing the implementation of the design manual, which bastzatte out of a
community process, works with a design professional for the appliche idea was
that an architect would be talking with an architect most Spaliyf about how to
translate what the design manual said about the design esthatiparticular area to a
particular project. He said that was a bit different than Igawihat everyone was more
familiar with, developers and neighbors talking about a specific projete said he
thought staff was trying to go for something a little biteliéint. He said there was not
anything in the ordinance that would discourage that, and we wemmaratating that
type of thing that would typically be found in a rezoning processsatteit was because
there was heavy emphasis during the NPZ on the whole idea o&tibiiy and making
it driven by facts. He said he talked with design professiomdis, stated they had
nothing against him personally, but said he was not an architecty Widrged to have
architect to architect dialogue if the City was going to labkheir project from the
perspective of the design characteristics of an area. itéhsdé had been their approach.
It was good to have that type of dialogue, but it was not mandatéakeiordinance
because what staff was trying to require was design profekstmdasign professional
type of peer review.

Chair Rex stated that it was not necessary to have an atobitea residential
project and it could be conceivable that the applicant would have angradtrvice and
would be representing themselves. She askéukeiflatter thatwas anticipate.

Mr. Elias said he probably should have used the term design proféssiona
design professional because there were people who were natnejistchitects but had
considerable design expertise and who he would consider design jordéss He said
with regard to the design professional, as referenced in the@aodd, staff was
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specifically identifying the individual who would work on this for tQi#ty to be a
registered architect with background in historic preservation astdriti compatibility
issues.

Commissioner Patrick asked about O-1 zone. He said there wasrenbabout
not having an O-1 zone. He said it seemed to him it was a valicheotrand should be
included as one of the applicable zones.

Mr. Elias stated one of the reasons the O-1 zone was not includdukeasse it
was a non-residential land use. He said if you looked at the O-1therewere already
some criteria in the O-1 zone that said you could only use this foymuihad a
residentially scaled office. He said the second point wasath&-1 zone was almost
always a rezoning. He said the City has not had somelemo a home on an
existing O-1 zone lot and redeveloping it with a residentsdbled office. He said what
they did see were residentially zoned homes on major streets fezioned to the O-1
zone and converted into office use.

Commissioner Patrick asked if a house that was already inighboehood
protection zone would it not already apply. He said the issuehgasotmpatibility of a
residentially appearing office building. He asked what the eéifiee was between that
and a residential appearing residence with having the sachéeatural controls that
came out of the NPZ. He asked if it would not be appropriate to include the O-1 zone.

Mr. Elias stated he did not feel it would be problematic. Helsaidias trying to
explain what staff did with the O-1 zone years ago when it was adopted.

Mr. Mazzocco stated if there was a rezoning to O-1, there catlilly be a
rezoning condition that would comply with the design manual.

Commissioner Patrick said one other question he had heard from theentsnm
was that there was no provision for revising the design manual.

Mr. Mazzoco stated he heard that and there was a provision in tharardithat
allowed for modification of the NPZ which would include the design mlanda said it
did not go into a lot of detail, but it was there.

Chair Rex asked, as a follow-up to the question on the O-1 zoning, cteldnit
the design manual that any rezoning would have to have, as a conditidhgetbaerlay
continue to apply regardless of the zone it was rezoned to whethe€@xnmercial, or
others. She asked if it could be part of the design manual.

Mr. Elias responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Maher asked, on the same subject, would a NPZ rezosung al

cover property along a major boulevard. He said there wered latuses on major
arterials that really should not be residential, and should be rezoned.
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Mr. Mazzocco stated, as it currently stood, it applied to natiorfaByoric
registered districts. If the property were in that disttteey would be included. If they
were rezoned, it could still be a condition that they comply with the design manual.

It was moved by Commissioner Patrick, duly seconded, and passed ke atoi
9 to 0 to close the Public Hearing.

Commissioner Patrick stated he would like to make a motion. ldehlsamotion
would be justified on the concepts discussed. He stated the ordibefae the
Commission was really a historic zone ordinance, and he did not coitsidebe a
community-wide preservation ordinance. He said he did not think thengxigstoric
zone in the Tucson Code had been used in almost twenty years. Heesadson was
because it was a bad ordinance and it did not work well. He saigidhexperience with
it professionally and it was awful.

It was moved by Commissioner Patrick, seconded by Commissiottersea, to:
1) recommend to the Mayor and Council that they abandon current s@c8dh,of the
Land Use Code which is the existing Historic Preservation Amdereplace it with the
ordinance presented to the Commission but change the name to & Ipisteervation
ordinance, 2) recommend that the Mayor and Council adopt the ordinancamwended
to them in February 2007, as section 2.8.7 and add a requirement that itb&oaid
amendment and a qualifying element for an area to be considensigl@borhood
protection zone and that the majority of the residential structurea proposed
neighborhood protection zone be at least ten years old and that eigteyntpefr the
property within the zone was already developed.

Chair Rex asked if there was any discussion. Lengthy distussisued by the
Commission on the exact wording for the motion.

Commissioner Patrick revised his motion with thprapal of Commissioner Patrick
to read: 1) Adopt the current version of the neighborhood Preservatmen(XPZ) and
rename it to the Historic Preservation Zone (HPZ), 2) Remansgettsgon of the NPZ
approved by the Planning Commission on Februar2007, for reconsideration,
3) Amend the February 7, 2007 draft of the NPZ to require that eigiilghborhoods
must be at least eighty percent developed and comprised of hotmikghat is at least
ten years old, and 4) Remand the existing HPZ ordinance whichrently 2.8.8 of the
Land Use Code (LUC), to the Planning Commission for possible deletionthe LUC.
The motion passed by a voice vote of 9 to 0 (Commissioner Clasmkeywice Chair
Holland absent).

RECESS: 9:18 p.m.
RECONVENE: 9:30 p.m.

Chair Rex called the meeting to order and those present and absent were:
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Present:

Joseph Maher, Jr. Member at Large, Ward 6
Shannon McBride-Olson Member, Ward 2

Robert Patrick Member, Mayor’s Office
Daniel R. Patterson Member, Ward 5
Catherine Applegate Rex, Chair Member at Large, Ward 5
Sean Sullivan Member at Large, Ward 3
James E. Watson Member, Ward 4

Daniel J. Williams Member, Ward 1

Craig Wissler Member, Ward 3
Absent/Excused

Eric R. Cheney Member at Large, Ward 2
Brad Holland, Vice Chair Member, Ward 6

SOUTHLANDS PLANNING UPDATE (INFORMATION ITEM)

Chris Kaselemis, Urban Planning and Design, Planning Administigéoe an
overview of the Southlands planning issues. He spoke about:

two regional planning issues that were currently going on:
Pima Association of Governments regional planning effort
Water Infra-Structure, Supply and Planning Study
Southlands Foundation Study being conducted by students at the
University of Arizona (U of A).

Carol Evans spoke about her part of the Southlands Foundation Study student
project. Three students from the program; Vincespaez, Aaron Ling, and
Ronnie Olson, gave a Powerpoint presentation and detailed information on the study.

OTHER BUSINESS

a. Mayor and Council Update

Albert Elias, Urban Planning and Design, Directstated the Santa Cruz
Area Plan Amendment for commercial land use alonge8ikell was approved at
the Mayor and Council meeting held on March 258200

b. Other Planning Commission Items (Future agenda item for
discussion/assignments)

None

CALL TO THE AUDIENCE

ADJOURNMENT: 10:06 p.m.
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